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III. — Richard Bentley's Critical Notes on Arrian' s 
Discourses of Epictetus 

By Professor WILLIAM ABBOTT OLDFATHER 

UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 

A few years ago while working upon a bibliography of 
Epictetus I had my attention called to the fact that the Brit- 
ish Museum possesses a copy of Arrian's Discourses of Epicte- 
tus which once belonged to Richard Bentley and contains in 
the margins numerous critical annotations upon the text in 
that scholar's handwriting. 1 That even the informal mar- 
ginalia of so great a critic are generally felt to have a value 
for classical philology, one may reasonably infer from the 
large number of separate publications of the same. Ac- 
cordingly, through the kindness of officials of the British Mu- 
seum, Mr. Reginald Geare very courteously copied for me 
all the passages in question, together with Bentley's notes, 
and the corresponding text in H. Schenkl's editio maior of 
Arrian (Teubner, 1894), in so far as he was able to identify 
them, for in the edition which Bentley used, 2 one based on 

1 Upon the history of the acquisition of a number of Bentley's books by the 
British Museum see the article in the Literary Panorama for October, 1807 (re- 
printed in the Gentleman's Magazine, November, 1807, p. 1047), and A. T. Bar- 
tholomew and J. W. Clark, Richard Bentley, D.D., a Bibliography, etc., Cam- 
bridge, 1908, p. x. Compare also the British Museum Catalogue of Printed 
Books, under Richard Bentley, " Books containing MS. Notes by Bentley," where, 
by a curious oversight, Schegk's Arrian is not listed, but only the work which 
is bound in one volume with it and stands first, i.e., the Wechel edition of Nico- 
machus Gerasinus. The correct entry appears under Epictetus. 

2 This was the edition which appeared at Basel in 1554, prepared by the 
Tubingen physician, Heinrich Schegk (the name appears as ' Scheggio ' on the 
general title page, ' Schegkius ' in the editor's address to his readers, p. 362, and 
' Schekio ' in the superscription to the translation), as Professor C. H. Moore 
was so good as to determine for me by a comparison of a number of readings 
in Mr. Geare's copy with the copy of Schegk's work in the Harvard Library. 
Schegk reprinted the very faulty text of Trincavelli, contenting himself for the 
most part with making numerous corrections of it in the Latin translation 
which he added. 
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that of Trincavelli (Venice, 1535) there was a most confusing 
displacement in the text (see Schweighauser on m, 26, 33), 
which made verification with Schenkl's edition at some places 
rather difficult. 

It does not appear from the notes themselves just when 
Bentley occupied himself with Epictetus, nor do I find any 
indication about the matter in the biographies, but it seems 
not unlikely that it may have been during the seven years 
of arduous study (1683-1689) when he was a tutor in Dean 
Stillingfleet's family, a period when he was compiling his 
notorious ' indices,' and entering copious notes in the margins 
of his own books (see J. H. Monk, Life of Richard Bentley, 
1, 14 ff., and R. C. Jebb, Richard Bentley, 7) ; for Bentley did 
not in his later years evidence any marked interest in Epicte- 
tus, and, indeed, the only reference to him which I now re- 
call (Epistles of Phalaris, 1, 95 Dyce) is the rather unhappily 
positive remark, that Mr. Boyle "knew not, it seems, that 
common story that Epictetus was lame of one leg, not by 
chains and imprisonment, but merely by rheumatism," for 
the "common story" is the one which Boyle gives, and the 
other has but a single authority, and that a late one, in its 
support. 3 

In the following report and discussion I shall use the sym- 
bols employed by H. Schenkl, Epicteti Dissertationes . . . 
iterum recensuit H. Schenkl, Leipzig, 1916 : 

3 Bentley clearly prefers the matter-of-fact statement of Suidas to the more 
picturesque account of Celsus (Origen, contra Cels. vn, 53) which has left many 
echoes among the Greek Fathers (see the testimonia in Schenkl's ed. maior of 
Epictetus, 2 pp. vm f.). The question is not quite so simple as it might appear. 
Ordinarily one would be inclined to accept the less sensational story, but it 
should be remembered that Celsus and others had made a great point of the 
bearing of Epictetus in the reputed breaking of his leg, and it is not impossible 
that a denial of the whole incident may have emanated from some overzealous 
Christian. Besides Celsus was probably a younger contemporary of Epictetus 
and ought to have been well informed. On the other hand, the very brief state- 
ment of Simplicius (Commentary cm the Encheiridion, 102 b Heins.), %iM>% «c 
vias jfkudas, might seem to support the account of Suidas. Epictetus' own 
references to lameness are noncommittal, but of course he would have been 
the last person to boast about such a thing. 
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S = the Bodleian Ms., Misc. Gr. 251, the archetype of 

all existing Mss. 
Sb, Sc, Sd = later correctors of S. 
s = one or more copies of S. 

The names, Schegk, Wolf, Upton, Schweighauser, etc., 
refer to editions or critical notes by these scholars, for which 
see Schenkl, op. cit., pp. cxi ff. I give all Bentley's critical 
readings; occasional expressions of approval or disapproval 
of sentiments in the text, or citations of the source from which 
quotations are taken, do not seem worth recording. 

It might be well to note, finally, that Bentley almost cer- 
tainly did not use a manuscript for his corrections. This 
follows partly because he makes no mention of any manu- 
script, and because if he had had one he would have cor- 
rected even more errors than he did, but especially because 
he does not notice the large displacement in the text before 
him at in, 26, 33 (where the passage rv, 1, 16-163 comes in 
out of place), which apparently is not found in the manu- 
scripts, but only in the Trincavelli edition, and that of 
Schegk, which is reprinted from it. 

The larger part of Bentley's corrections consists in restora- 
tions of readings which are now known to have been those of 
the archetype, S. From the point of view of text criticism, 
therefore, these have no importance, but I deem it only fair 
to Bentley's reputation to list them briefly together at this 
point, as ocular evidence of the sureness of his erudition and 
of his judgement in matters of criticism. I give the faulty 
reading first, followed by Bentley's emendation : 

I, 1, 13 (pdverai] <f>aiverai 1, 1, 16 TrapaKoirrofiev ( ?)] 

Trapa/cvTTTOfiev 1, 5, 4 /tte'Wet] fieXei 1, 6, 2 evxapurriav] 

€vxpv aTiav I, 6, 36 ei>xdpi(TTa] ei)xpV aTa !> 7> 3 <rvy- 

KaOrjicei] crvyicaOycrei I, 9, 34 §' aWop] St' aWov (not a 

perfect emendation, but good as far as it goes) 1, 16, 4 
viroSeSofievoi] viroSeSefievoi I, 17, 10 Taicntcd] a-ranicd 

I, 18, 14 \v%iois] Xixvots 1, 24, 6 Ka/nfc] icaicov 1, 25, 8 
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tixrov] curov (iaov) 1, 27, 6 irpoXetyeK] 7r/»oX»;^ret? 1, 28, 7 
e^a7raT»jTot] e^ifirdrrjTai 1, 28, 14 <z7roX€tas] a7ro»\e/a? 

I, 28, 28 eXOofjtep] (tkOwfiev 1, 28, 33 iroieiaOe] iroieladcu 

I, 29, 15 0] ot I, 29, 22 /ie'X«?] /te'XXets II, 1, 39 9ap- 

povvros] dappoxnnax: n, 9, 21 'Iot/£ato?] 'Iou&uot 11,14,26 
€t'«ct] eiKr) (elicrj) 11, 15, 13 fiereirivOr)] /leTeireurOr) n, 15, 15 
trielv] voielv 11, 16, 4 Sto/WXcts] Sia/ieveK 11, 17, 13 ot] 

et II, 17, 22 piXeiv] p,4veiv 11, 17, 22 avayicdaoi] avay- 

icadti 11, 18, 22 irvKTa<i] 7rat'«Tos II, 19, 14 "xeirotTjTai] 

Treiro tyo-ai n, 19, 29 evpovvra<i] evpoovvras n, 20, 4 

o^eXe&jo"??] d>(f>e\edrj(T7) n, 20, 26 7rat8ias] TrcuSeta? 11, 

21, 7 e/H»Ta] e/Mora n, 21, 7 otoV re] oiovrcu n, 21, 15 
eKKarapOrja-ofieva] eKKa0ap0i)a6fieva II, 22, 10 eljeOpeyfrat] 

e^Speyjra m, 1, 36 W7 tow] /*»;, tow hi, 2, 18 eZSo? . . . 

ap4>opew] del. ill, 7, 19 to 0€oV o-ot. i-mvoel 1 ;] rbv 0e6v 
<roi, iirivoeK in, 12, 5 hriTevTiKijv] iiriTevKTiKijv m, 13, 
15 axaiptov] 'Axepatv m, 15, 4 oTt] ot€ (In the same line 
Bentley underscored as corrupt tfiftaXeiv and otppvv ; the cor- 
rect readings are i/cflakelv and a<pvp6v) in, 21, 1 -^ruXa] 
•^rtXo ni, 21, 16 avrdi;] avrai III, 21, 20 6* arpelov] 8 
larpelov m, 22, 37 /ie'XXct] /te'Xet m, 24, 6 y-n-TaaOcu] 
"TTTaadcu in, 24, 8 7ro'Xti'] 7raXti> in, 24, 18 oil?] <7w 8* 
III, 24, 21 6eoixaxovmei\ deofiaxovvroi (exact reading of S 
uncertain) III, 24, 39 avayKaaTw] avavayKavTox; in, 

24, 39 x a f i V aa<T ^ al ] X a<7 l x V aaa ^ al ' HI, 2 4> 44 0ypcus] 6vpai<; 
(with S, but the reading is not certain, for Wolf and Schenkl 
print dvpas ; Bentley underscored the letters at? as though he 
thought them corrupt) III, 24, 47 airohehtOKO^] airoSeSaKW 

in, 24, 55 Oripais] ffvpais (cf. m, 24, 44 above) in, 24, 61 
viroTip-ovp^evos] vTTOTina>p.evo<{ III, 24, 62 airopovpev] exnro- 

povptev in, 24, 64 koivov rov] del. koivov hi, 24, 66 
avvq0ei<; eytWro] <TVvr)6i)<; eylvero ni, 24, 109 ^v<7«s] Bia- 

j^wm?] Ill, 25, 8 olicia] oUeia in, 26, 25 avoxpek^aavrov] 
avoxpeXrj aavj6v III, 26, 33 la^aro!'] al<rx laT0V Iv ; z > 

10 eieelvoi] el iieeii/01 TV, 1, 27 icaXov] tcaicov IV, 1, 53 

BvawraTOs] SwwaTO? rv, 1, 59 rives] Ttwfe IV, 1, 67 
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ovk ihiov] oIkiBiov iv, 1, 69 elvai] el icat iv, I, 82 tfTwrew?] 
/cTJ?<7eo>? iv, 1, 88 aTroreixvZ 10 ] airor&x^a IV, 1, 92 

Xeifiove:] xeifi&ves iv, 1, 104 0e\i)a6pevov] Oeaaofievov (S pr. 
Oeacrdfievov) iv, I, 106 dv^/cavo?] aviKavos iv, 1, 132 

a\\a] aWa iv, I, 173 KaOdvOrfi] K\edv0rj<; iv, 3, 12 

e£vyV T <z] i^rjyrjT^v rv, 4, 46 «•""' air&v ra] airavrmvra iv, 
7, 31 pupur-p] pupriar) IV, 11, 31 XveTat] KvXierai iv, 13, 

10 Trape/taXou] irapeKdXovv IV, 13, 22 a\\a] a\\a. 

In the following passages Bentley's proposed reading is 
not that of S. His emendation is to be understood as correct, 
unless the opposite is stated. B., of course, means Bentley. 

Introductory Epistle, 6 exoi dv (e^ot av S)] fyotev B., with Sd. 

1, 8, 14 tS' eyd>] el & iyd> B., anticipated by Schegk, the 
Geneva ed. (1595) and Wolf. 

1, 11, 27 dv] 7)v B., anticipated by Schegk and Wolf, and 
followed by J. B. Mayor. 

1, 11, 27 «?] § B., anticipated by Salmasius and the so- 
called ' Codex Uptoni,' a miscellaneous collection of emenda- 
tions, partly from a Ms. at Mutina, and partly from conjec- 
tures and marginal readings in the early printed editions (see 
Schenkl, op. cit., pp. lviii ff.). 

1, 14, 15 -iroielre r<p. rovrcp 0eq> (tovt<p t<j> 0eq> S, correctly)] 
B. deleted tg> (sic), which, of course, is merely out of place, 
and should have been printed rq>. 

1, 23, 4 On fivv B. refers to Diogenes Laertius for the state- 
ment that Mys was a servant of Epicurus, who took an ac- 
tive part in his philosophical studies. 4 This is a point which 

4 The passages in Diogenes Laertius bearing on Mys are : x, 3, dXXd nal 
MCs ovoixa ; X, 10, aiyroi (sc. ol olniTat.) <jvPt4n\o<ro<l>ovv o6t(?, 2>v fjv &8o£6raTos 6 
irpoapTintvos MOs ; and x, 21 (the will of Epicurus), d0'>W" 5e tUv iraiiwv 
i\tidepoi> MCc ktX. Add also Gellius, 11, 18, 8 ... et Epicuri (sc. servus), cui 
Mys nomen fuit, philosophi non incelebris vixerunt (copied by Macrobius, 
1, n, 42). Since Bentley's time our knowledge of Mys has been increased by 
five fragments from Philodemus (152-155 and 195 in Usener's Epicurea), which 
show that Mys was a prominent figure in the group about Epicurus. A letter 
directed to him by Epicurus was so famous as to be called v Xa/ivpi. imaroki) 
(frag. 152). 
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seems to have escaped all the commentators, who offer the 
strained explanation that Epicurus had compared children 
with mice, for which view there seems to be no evidence (cf. 
frag. 19 in Usener's Epicurea, and its context). Bentley is 
probably correct in thinking that Epictetus is here referring 
to Mys, whom he playfully calls fwiSiov in the next line. 
In the next paragraph he speaks also quite naturally of a 
•n-aihiov, clearly referring to the " little mouse," and that 
without a word of explanation, which, if the interpretation 
offered by the commentators be correct, is very much called 
for. We ought, therefore, to print Mvv here and understand 
that Mys was reared and perhaps born in the house of 
Epicurus. 

I, 24, 7 to & yvp.vaot.ov ehai (" aaiov in litura, ut vid." in 
S, according to Schenkl)] " fortasse yvpvrjreveiv " B. Schenkl, 
following s, has yvp.vbv elvai. Bentley's suggestion is excel- 
lent, furnishing the desired parallel to KaOevSeiv in the next 
sentence. 

1, 26, 7 opytfv (opyrj, v erased, S)] opyr) B. 

1, 29, 16 irpaypaTiov (in the margin of S to a&pa is written 
by a later hand)]. Bentley underscored the word, as though he 
thought it corrupt, but hesitated to make a change, although 
it was easy enough. Schenkl adopts o-wpdriov from the 
Salamanca edition, but vpayp.dri.ov can be defended from in, 
1, 31, where it is clearly a contemptuous expression for a&pa, 
' bodykin ' as it were, a meaning quite in place here. 

1, 29, 16 <rvprj\ avpQf} B. Veitch and Kiihner-Blass give 
only io-vprjv for the aorist passive, and I know of no evidence 
for i<rvp0T)v. Possibly Bentley was thinking of <pvpa>. 

I, 29, 21 Toaovrov] roaovrov B., with s. 

II, 1, 14 Haplography caused the omission in the text used 
by Bentley of two lines, from to 9dpao<; through rov ddvarov. 
Bentley makes a tolerable sense by changing <pvyrip to <pwriv, 
but the corruption was too extensive to be healed in that 
fashion. 

n, 2, 16 e%oi. («x 6t S) \6yov icai irpoaepeOt&i] Bentley under- 
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scored 01 in e%oi, as though he thought it corrupt, as it is, 
and read Trpotrepedi&iv. Wolf and Schweighauser thought 
the passage corrupt, and Upton was uncertain, for, although 
he gives a different translation in his note, he still prints Wolf's 
version in his text. The common understanding of the sen- 
tence, 'Why is it then, that. he renders no account to his 
judges, and adds a word of provocation?' (Matheson, after 
Upton), is unsatisfactory, because no answer is given to the 
question. Bentley's emendation, on the contrary, gives an 
excellent sense, and is probably correct. The passage would 
then run : ' Why is it unreasonable then to add also a word of 
provocation? Just as my friend Heraclitus,' etc. 

II, 6, 22 elvat iv 'Papr/] elvai fj iv '¥d>p.r) B., with S. 

11, 6, 27 iv rlaiv ovv;] iv rlai vvv; B. Schegk and Wolf 
also thought the words corrupt. Bentley's emendation is 
somewhat more pointed than the reading of S, and may be 
correct ; but it is just as likely to be merely an improvement 
upon the original (his emendations, for that matter, may not 
infrequently be improvements) . 

11, 9, 6 a<f>' &v] icf> &v B., anticipated by Wolf. Schenkl 
adopted Wolf's emendation in his first edition, but returned 
to the Ms. tradition in his second. To me the change seems 
necessary. 

11, 9, 11 tov avcuhrj\ tcl avaiSi) B., anticipated by Wolf. 

II, 13, 17 ovSe <TTevd£ei\ ovSeh arevd^ei B., a somewhat bet- 
ter reading, but again perhaps only an improvement upon 
the original. 

II, 14, 23 Trapadrjao^eva] TrpaOrjao/jieva B., with S. 

11, 14, 26 ard/cTOK] eura«T<»?B., anticipating Schweighauser. 

II, 14, 28 (O-TOpqo-avr] " iaToprjaavTa'i vel icrTop^cravTe'i" B. 
In the first of the two suggestions, which is undoubtedly cor- 
rect, Bentley was anticipated by Salmasius and the ' Codex 
Uptoni.' 

11, 15, 19 XPV] XPV B -, with Sc. 

11, 16, 37 -rraiSia] iratBia B., anticipated by Gataker. The 
simple change gives a better point to the passage, and Epic- 
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tetus was fond of drawing illustrations from the characteris- 
tics and behavior of children; see E. Renner, Das Kind. 
Ein Gleichnissmittel bri Epiktet, Festschrift . . . der Univ. 
Munchen, 1905, pp. 54 ff. 

11, 17, 5 ottov (oairov S)] o ttov B., with Sb ; oirep is the read- 
ing of s and Schenkl. The form in S is impossible, and Bent- 
ley's change keeps very close to it, but it would seem that 
oo-rrov of S was introduced from a marginal correction which 
was intended for ottov in the next line, and was incorrectly 
introduced by the scribe of S a little too soon, displacing the 
correct word at that point. This must have resembled ottov, 
however, and might have been actually S ttov, although the 
collocation 6 ttov . . . 5? ttov is harsh, and apparently not 
supported by the usage of Epictetus, to judge, at all events, 
from Schenkl's Index Verborum. Very likely the correct 
reading here is orrep . . . o<s ttov, as Koraes suggested (and 
apparently Wolf). 

II, 18, 17 Kadayfreb (/carai/ra) S)] /eoTcnJrw B., with Sd. 

11, 19, 14 avrStv] airo B., a plausible, although not neces- 
sary, emendation. 

11, 19, 15 yvfivd^eaOai] xeipd£eo-0ai B., from Gellius, an- 
ticipating Schweighauser. 

11, 19, 15 Oeovs ola] 6eov<; aoi ola B., an almost certain res- 
toration of the original, in part from Gellius, who has deofc 
<roi a. In the unusual collocation haplography accounts for 
the loss of <roi in S, and of the letters 01 of ola in Gellius. 

11, 19, 15 KaKia<;] Kcucia B., from ica/ceia in Gellius. 

11, 19, 16 dpat] dpa B., from Gellius, a distinctly inferior 
reading. 

11, 19, 19 tiw ravra] riva irpcK ravra B., but the conver- 
sation is imaginary, and the introduction of trp6<i would seem 
to require the change of eXeyes to Xeyet?, while the text is 
satisfactory as it stands. 

II, 20, 27 avroh (avrotx; S)] ovtows B., anticipated by the 
' Codex Uptoni.' 

II, 22, 13 av^TreTTTWKOTei {avinretraKorei S and Schenkl)] 
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avfiTreTraix^rei B., anticipated by Schegk, but anticipating 
Reiske and Koraes, of whom the former chose o-u/MreTrat/eoVe?, 
presumably as being closer to the Ms. tradition. The read- 
ing of S might be defended from a similar passage, 11, 22, 37, 
but avfiTratfa is better suited to the context here, which 
seems to be describing the common life of brothers while 
children. 

11,22,14 epanas (elpwT&K S); rq> 8'] elpwra<; ro'Se ; B. The 
words are from Euripides, Phoen. 621, where the Mss. have 
iaropels ro'Se ; Bentley's correction, in part confirmed by S, 
preserves what seems to be an ancient variant in the text 
tradition of Euripides, although Schenkl might possibly be 
right in the suggestion that epw; in the next line caused it. 
An interlinear gloss in the Marcianus 471 of Euripides reads 
irpix; Tt' p.' ipana<s ro&e; and it is also conceivable that in some 
ancestor of S the same kind of gloss introduced the word 
here. But the value of eipdnas as a variant in Euripides is 
not in question, and may properly be left to Euripidean 
scholars. In any event Bentley has recovered it for the text 
of Epictetus. 

II, 24, 7 ISeiv] aBeiv B., misled by the reference to music 
above. The text is sound as it stands. 

in, 1, 38 01 irpoeiTronev] irpo oi eXirofiev B. (from the 
Odyssey, a 37), anticipating Upton. 

in, 1, 39 avrS[ kfylaBm B., an incomparably better read- 
ing, since there is no antecedent for avr<p (the last pronoun 
refers to Agamemnon), and a sharp contrast with aoi is re- 
quired. Besides a reference to such a specific instance of 
divine warning without the mention of a single name would 
have been mystifying to the majority of almost any audience 
and is not in the style of Epictetus, who is never recondite 
but always plain-spoken in his allusions. 

III, 1, 39 e/e rpe<j)€iv (i/co-Tpefeiv S)] iterpeireiv B., with the 
Salamanca edition and Wolf, but i/co-rptyeiv is a more drastic 
expression of the idea, and hence more appropriate in our 
author. 
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in, 4, ii vuajo-m (S?)] vtieijo-ei B., with Sb (Pin an erasure). 

in, 7, 14 on airexy] on, aire^ B. The change appears to 
imply that §§ 13-15 contain an argument of Epicurus in 
behalf of successful theft, and hence would seem to require 
that rt airexy in the line above should also be changed to 
atrexe, which has not been done. In any case the reading 
of S is preferable. 

Ill, 7, 18 Boy fiari^mv ra icaXd, iroi&v rk aiaxpd\ 8. t. awr^/ja, 
■jr. t. icakd B., anticipated by Schegk, Wolf, and the ' Codex 
Uptoni.' 

in, 7, 24 iv Tp pev/Man] mpe.vp.an B., anticipated by Wolf. 

in, 9, 11 7rapax6fievov] Bentley underscored the first five 
letters, as though he regarded the corruption as existing 
there. The correct reading, -jrapepxdpevov, appears in some 
copies of S. 

in, 10, 3 roOSe . . . pit-cv; . . . ttriifkriaae (sic)] Bentley 
restored irpdnov . . . ixirpij^a^ . . . iiri7r\^aaeo from the 
ordinary text of the ' Golden Verses,' a somewhat drastic 
way of treating variants, one or even two of which may con- 
ceivably point to a different tradition. 

in, 12, 7 av aTvxwa>\ avaroixv°' a> B., anticipating Schweig- 
hauser. 

m, 12, 16 iprnvrai] ipovvrai B., with s. 

Ill, 14, 3 a-Koirrei ti irore] aicovei ri irore B., anticipated 
by Schegk and Wolf, and anticipating Reiske, but o~tc<ixp6T}Ti 
7tot€ of S is probably correct. 

in, 20, 4 aov] aoi B., anticipating Upton. 

Ill, 20, 8 iravaaaBe tovs deoix: vpa>v] irava-aade, tov? OeoxK 
vp.lv B., with the Earl of Shaftesbury (1671-1713). Since 
the date of neither's notes seems to be known (for those of 
Shaftesbury, see Upton, Preface, p. [vi], the question of 
priority, somewhat idle in any event, cannot be determined. 

m, 20, 9 ovt(o] outo? B., with s. 

in, 21, 16 vyteias] dyveia<; B., with S. 

in, 23, 35 rpifiwviip . . . irovXfiivov] Bentley underscored 
both words as corrupt (the first undoubtedly is so, rpifiavaplp, 
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the correct reading, appearing in S), and quotes Casaubon on 
Persius, 1, 17, as suggesting ttovXttitov (as also Schegk and 
Wolf). But -rrovXpiuov is entirely sound, being supported, as 
Upton saw, by the same expression in Seneca, Cons. Marc. 
16, 2 : iuvenibus nostris pulvinum escendentibus. 

in, 24, 53 avBpoepycov] avSpb<! epycov B., anticipated by 
Wolf (and probably Schegk). 

Ill, 24, 62 dyyevels] ayewelf B., with s. 

Ill, 24, in vvv av . . . aepvoXoy&cnv] vvv a av . . . a-e/ivo- 
Xoy&o-iv B., with s (in part), an imperfect emendation be- 
cause av and the subjunctive are incorrect ; but Bentley was 
right in seeing that a was needed. 

III, 24, 113 /xdpTvai] /xaprvpi B., with s. 

in, 26, 37 iv eiTi TTj&eicp] iv aveirirrfhel^ B., anticipated by 
Wolf, a reading retained by Upton (though with qualms) , and 
defended by Schweighauser, but which I find unsatisfactory. 
Schenkl's ev en-tT^oVp <ov> voaqaets; is excellent, but the 
reading which Bentley emended (that of S) can be defended, 
as Upton thought, whom Miss Carter and Mr. Matheson 
have followed in their translations. 

IV, i, 150 Terv(f>\a>/j,evo<;] Terv^>o>p.evo<; B., with s. 

IV, 2, title <rv/j,<f>opd<s] o-vfnrepi<popa<; B., with some later 
hand in S. 

IV, 2, 1 avaicpiOrj<;] avaKpaOrj? B., with s. 

iv, 4, 26 fier 6\i<yov (sic)] 6\iycov B., with an early cor- 
rector in S. 

IV, 4, 31 St^ dopvfiov] 8i%a ffopvfiov B., with Schegk, the 
Salamanca edition (margin), Wolf, and the 'Codex Uptoni.' 

iv, 5, 3 7ro'\ov] HcaXov B., with a corrector in S. 

IV, 5, 24 fiXe'Treiv] fiXdirreiv B., with s. 

IV, 7, 22 Biappvirrel] Siappnrrel B., anticipating Schenkl. 2 
The evidence of S on the question whether piirTm or purrw 
should be read in Epictetus is equivocal. 

IV, 7, 27 irepiepxop-ai] Trepiexcopai B., with Sc. 

iv, 8, 32 wxp^avra] &xPV cravr ^ B. (from the Odyssey, X 
529), anticipating Upton. 
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One rises from the examination of these notes of Bentley 
with an increased feeling of respect for his philological 
acumen. Of course he had a wretched text before him, many 
of the errors which he detected are of the kind which any 
competent proofreader might correct in the ordinary round 
of his duties, and he was not under the compulsion, which 
faces an editor, of treating every difficulty which he met. 
But even with all these reservations, the record remains a 
brilliant one, and I doubt if a higher average of success in 
emending the text of a classical author has often, if ever, 
been attained. 



